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In our paper (Venkatesh et al. 2014), we had proposed that the
duplication of Sparcl1 that gave rise to SCPP genes occurred in
the osteichthyan ancestor, because our data indicate that lamprey
and C. milii lack SCPP genes, whereas all osteichthyans possess
these genes. Ryll et al. (2014) have now proposed an alternative
possibility that SCPP genes were present in the gnathostome
stem group and were secondarily lost in chondrichthyans.
We agree that, based on our data, this alternative scenario cannot
be ruled out.

Ryll et al.’s (2014) proposition is based mainly on the
observation that the structure and histological appearance of
dermal bone in fossil placoderms and extant osteichthyans are
similar, suggesting a conserved molecular pathway underlying
its formation in the two lineages. In our paper, we had noted that
stem gnathostomes possessed dermal as well as perichondral
bone and had “speculated” that “one or more SCPP‐related
genes, probably Sparc, Sparcl1 or both, mediated the minerali-
zation of skeleton in these vertebrates.” As stated, this was a
speculation, and it does not exclude the possibility that, in
addition to the two genes mentioned as examples, other SCPP‐
related genes may have existed. Indeed, Sparcl1, either in its
present form or in an ancestral form, is a potential candidate; it is
absent from lampreys (Kawasaki et al. 2007; Mehta et al. 2013;
Smith et al. 2013) which lack mineralized tissues, but is present
in chondrichthyans and osteichthyans that possess mineralized
tissues. Although C. milii and other chondrichthyans have lost
perichondral bone, chondrichthyans still possess dentine tissues
and reduced dermal bone. The genes involved in the formation of
these mineralized tissues in chondrichthyans are currently not
known.

The phenotype resulting from the disruption of the spp1 gene
in zebrafish presented in our paper indicated that all three types
of bones—dermal, perichondral, and endochondral—are

affected. This indicates the role of spp1 in the formation of
these bones in zebrafish, but it does not necessarily reflect the
function of this SCPP gene in the osteichthyan ancestor. A
comparison of the genomic organization of SPARCL1 and its
daughter genes, the so called “SIBLING” genes that include
SPP1, in human (Supplementary Fig. X.2 in Venkatesh
et al. 2014) and the spotted gar (a basally branching non‐
teleost ray‐finned fish; http://www.ensembl.org/Lepisosteus_
oculatus/Info/Index) suggests that the genomic organization of
these genes in the osteichthyan ancestor was more like the
human locus. In zebrafish, the sister genes of spp1 have been lost
and spp1 itself is located on a chromosome (Chr10) different
from that of sparcl1 (Chr1) (Kawasaki 2009). It is therefore
likely that the role of spp1 in dermal, perichondral and
endochondral bone formation in zebrafish is derived compared
to its homolog in the osteichthyan ancestor. Indeed, disruption of
Spp1 in mice has suggested that it is not essential for normal bone
development in mice (Rittling et al. 1998), which is different
from that in zebrafish. A significant rearrangement of the
sparcl1‐spp1 locus and the appearance of lineage‐specific
groups of SCPP‐related genes in zebrafish and other teleosts
(Kawasaki 2009) complicate the molecular mechanism of bone
formation in teleosts. Thus, the function of spp1 in zebrafish
should be considered as illustrative of, but not an exact
representation of the function of spp1 in the osteichthyan
ancestor.

In summary, the alternative scenario for the origin of SCPP
genes as suggested by Ryll et al. (2014) is a possibility but it
remains to be verified.
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